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2. 



Conclusion 



Applicants further respectfully submit that claims 6-29 in the present application should 
be allowed because these methods are not disclosed, taught, suggested, or implied by the applied 
prior art. For a prior art reference to anticipate in terms of 35 U.S.C. § 102, every element of the 
claimed invention must be identically shown in a single reference. In re Bond, 910 F.2d 831, 15 
USPQ2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1990). There must be no difference between the claimed invention and 
the reference disclosure, as viewed by a person of ordinary skill in the field of the invention. 
Scripps Clinic & Research Foundation v. Genetech, Inc., 927 F.2d 1565, 18 USPQ2d 1001, 18 
USPQ2d 1896 (Fed. Cir. 1991). Absence from a cited reference of any element of a claim 
negates anticipation of that claim by the reference. Kloster Speedsteel AB v Crucible, Inc., 230 
USPQ 81 (Fed. Cir. 1986), on rehearing, 231 USPQ 160 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 
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IIL CONCLUSION 

In accordance with the foregoing it is respectfully submitted that all outstanding 
objections and rejections have been overcome and/or rendered moot. Further, all pending claims 
are patentably distinguishable over the prior art of record, taken in any proper combination. 
Thus, there being no further outstanding objections or rejections, the application is submitted as 
being in a condition for allowance, which action is earnestly solicited. 

If the Examiner has any remaining informalities to be addressed, it is believed that 
prosecution can be expedited by the Examiner contacting the undersigned attorney for a 
telephone interview to discuss resolution of such informalities. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: September 23, 1998 
HOWREY & SIMON 
1299 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20004 




Reg. No. 27,836 
Donald J. Lecher 



Reg. No. 41,933 
Attorneys for Applicants 
Tel: (202)383-6790 
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